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Executive Suminary 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region IV has conducted a five-year 
review (FYR) ofthe remedial actions implemented at the Cedartown Municipal Landfill 
Superfund Site in Polk County, Georgia. Technical support for the review was provided by the 
U.S. Amiy Corps of Engineers (USACE), Savannah District. This review was conducted fi'om 
March 2011 through June 2011. This report documents the results of that review. This is the 
third FYR for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Superfiind Site. The first FYR was completed 
on 28 September 2001. The second FYR was completed on 28 September 2006. The trigger for 
this third FYR corresponds to EPA concurrence signature date ofthe second FYR Report, 28 
September 2006. The FYR is required by Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensafion, and Liability Act (CERCLA) because the reinedial action, upon complefion, left 
hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited 
use and unrestricted exposure. 

All remedies have been constmcted for the site. The site was deleted from the National Priorities 
List (NPL) on 10 March 1999. Since that time the landfill cover has not been inspected. 
Ground-water monitoring at the site has not occurred since September 2006. 

Based on documents, data, and Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requireinents (ARAR) 
reviews; interviews; and site inspection, the reinedy is generally functioning as intended by the 
Record of Decision (ROD), as amended. ARARs for groundwater were evaluated and no 
changes were identified that would affect the protecfiveness ofthe remedy. 

The only issue identified during the FYR is the current wooded state ofthe landfill cover. The 
landfill cover should be restored and should subsequently be properly maintained and inspected 
regularly. 

The remedy at the site currently protects human health and the environnient because there is no 
evidence of exposure. However, in order for the reinedy to be protective in the long-term, the 
condition ofthe landfill cover needs to be addressed. 



Five-Year Review Summary Form 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 

Site name: Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site 

EPAID: GAD980495402 

Region: IV State: GA City/County: Cedartown, Polk County 

SITE STATUS 

NPL status: Deleted from NPL 

Remediation status (under constmction, operating, complete): Complete 

Multiple OUs*: No Construction complefion date: 8/16/1996 

Has site been put into reuse? No 

REVIEW STATUS 

Lead agency (EPA, State, Tribe Federal agency): US EPA 

Author name: Kevin Haborak and Frank Burwell 

Author title: Technical Managers 
Author affiliation: US Araiy Corps of 
Engineers, Savannah District 

Review period: 03/01/2011 to 09/28/2011 

Date(s) of site inspecfion: 04/21/2011 

Type of Review: Statutory 

Review Number: 3 (Third) 

Triggering action event: Second Five-Year Review 

Trigger action date (from CERCLIS): 09/28/2006 

Due date: 9/28/201 
* " n i I" OU" refers to operable unit. 
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Five -Year Review Summary Form, cont'd. 

Issues: 

1) Current wooded state ofthe landfill cover. 

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions: 

1) The landfill cover should be restored and should subsequenfiy be properly maintained and 
inspected regularly. 

Protectiveness Statement: 

The remedy at the site currently protects human health and the environment because there 
is no evidence of exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-
term, the condition ofthe landfill cover needs to be addressed. 

Other Comments: 

None 
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1 Introduction 

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to determine whether the remedy at a site is 
protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of 
reviews are documented in FYR reports. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during 
the review, if any, and provide recorrimendations to address them. 

The United States Envirormiental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for this FYR 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) § 121(c), and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(NCP). CERCLA §121 states: 

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial 
action no less often than each five-years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure 
that human health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action being 
implemented. In addition, if upon such revie-w it is the judgment ofthe President that action 
is appropriate at such site in accordance -with Section 9604 (CERCLA §104) or Section 9606 
(CERCLA §106) the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report 
to the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such 
reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews. 

The EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP, as stated in 40 Code of Federal 
Regulafions (CFR) §300.430(f)(4)(ii): 

Ifa remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every five-years after 
the initiation ofthe selected remedial action. 

This is the third FYR for the Cedartown Municipal Landflll Superftmd Site. The first FYR was 
completed on 28 September 2001 and the second FYR was completed on 28 September 2006. 
The trigger for this third FYR corresponds to EPA concurrence signature date ofthe second FYR 
Report, 28 September 2006. The third FYR was initiated in March 2011 and is considered 
complete as ofthe date of approval on the signature page. This statutory FYR is required by 
CERCLA because the remedial action, upon completion, will leave hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants on site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure. All remedies have been constmcted for the site. The site was deleted from the NPL 
on 10 March 1999. Since that time, there has been no maintenance performed on the landfill 
cover nor has the landflll cover been inspected. Ground-water monitoring at the site has not 
occurred since September 2006. 



2 Site Chronology 

Table 1 lists the chronology of events for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Superfund Site. 

Tablet . Chronology of Site Events 

Event 
Discovery 
Preliminary Assessment 
NPL RP Search 
Site Inspection 
HRS Package 
Proposal to NPL 
Final Listing on NPL 
Administrative Order on Consent 
RI/FS Negotiations 
Removal Assessment 
Record of Decision 
PRP RI/FS 
Administrative Records 
RD/RA Negotiations 
Unilateral Administrative Order 
PRPRD 
Administrative Order on Consent 
Explanation of Significant Differences 
Preliminary Close-Out Report Prepared 
Record of Decision Amendment 
PRP Remedial Action 
Deletion from NPL 
First FYR 
Second FYR 
Groundwater Sampling Event 

Start Date 

12/14/1989 
09/11/1991 

03/30/1990 
04/29/1993 
03/28/1994 

05/23/1994 

11/04/1994 
11/23/1998 
06/12/2001 
04/01/2006 
07/20/2006 

Completion Date 
04/18/1985 
04/18/1985 
03/26/1987 
05/15/1987 
10/13/1987 
06/24/1988 
03/31/1989 
03/30/1990 
03/30/1990 
09/11/1991 
11/02/1993 
11/02/1993 
11/29/1993 
03/28/1994 
05/12/1994 
11/04/1994 
09/29/1995 
06/03/1996 
08/16/1996 
05/12/1998 
02/25/1999 
03/10/1999 
09/28/2001 
09/28/2006 
07/21/2006 



3 Background 

3.1 Physical Character is t ics 

The 94-acre Cedartown Municipal Landfill site is located on the outskirts ofthe City of 
Cedartown, Polk County, GA, approximately 62 miles NW of Atlanta. A depiction ofthe site 
layout is included as Figure I. The site encompasses a former iron ore mine, which subsequently 
was used as a municipal landfill. The site is on the westem edge of Cedartown and is bordered 
to the east by Tenth Street, the south by Prior Station Road (Route 100), and the north and west 
by undeveloped or agricultural land. Property to the east ofthe site consists of an industrial 
complex, while land to the north, south, and west is a mixture of residential, agricultural, and 
undeveloped land. 

The site is wooded and has wooded areas along the north, south and west. Approximately 10-
acres between the eastem and westem halves ofthe Site were not used for landfill operations. 
The crown ofthe Site is 872 feet above mean sea level and gently slopes on all sides with the 
exception of portions ofthe westem perimeter which are relatively steep. An unnamed seasonal 
stream and pond exist approximately 700 feet west of Tenth Street. In the past, minor areas of 
erosion have been noted in the central, northwest and eastem portions ofthe site. No exposed 
refuse was noted in any ofthe eroded areas. 

Groundwater flow beneath the site generally flows to the northeast. A copy ofthe most recent 
potentiometric map is included as Figure 2. 

The source of drinking water for the City of Cedartown is Cedar Spring. The surveyed elevation 
for Cedar Spring is higher than the elevation of groundwater on the site, therefore cedar spring is 
upgradient ofthe site. 

The site is completely fenced and access to the site is further limited due to the dense vegetation 
along the northem, southem, and westem boundaries ofthe site. 

3.2 Land and Resource Use - Past , Present , and F u t u r e 

The site was originally developed in the I880's as an iron ore strip mine. Mining operations at 
the site continued off and on until the 1900's. At that time the land was leased and then acquired 
by the city of Cedartown to be used as a landfill. The site was permitted from the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division to operate as a sanitary landfill. 

The majority ofthe site is currently wooded land. The City of Cedartown does have a metal 
stmcture on the eastem edge ofthe site that is used for equipment storage and maintenance. The 
current use for the parcels surrounding the site to the north, south, and east is industrial. The 
area to the west is agricultural land with a residential neighborhood fiirther to the west. The 
anticipated land use for the site and the surrounding area is for the parcels to remain industrial, 
agricultural, and residential for the foreseeable future. 



3.3 History of Contamination 

During operation as a landfill, the open pits from the mining operations were used for waste 
disposal. These pits contained native clay and, in some cases, had been partially backfilled with 
clay stockpiled from mining operations. The site primarily received municipal solid waste; 
although, it did receive some industrial waste including: industrial waste sludge, animal and 
vegetable fats and oils, liquid dye wastes, latex paint, and plant trash. Once wastes were placed 
in the pits, the pits were covered and graded. The landflll was closed in 1979 with a layer of clay 
varying in thickness from 1 to 12 feet and a vegetative cover 

Records as to the sequence of development ofthe landfill are not available, however, an 
interpretation of aerial photographs ofthe Site completed by the USEPA Environmental 
Monitoring Systems Laboratory suggested an outline ofthe development ofthe Site. According 
to this interpretation ofthe aerial photographs, development ofthe Site proceeded as follows: 

• 1960 - approximately 4 acres of fill material existed on the eastem section ofthe Site 
with three areas of debris located north and east ofthe fill area; 

• 1966 - approximately 19 acres of fill material existed and landfilling activities were 
concentrated in the northem section ofthe Site; 

• 1972 - approximately 63 acres of fill material existed and landfilling activities were 
proceeding in a southerly direction along the westem perimeter ofthe Site; 

• 1980 - approximately 90 acres of fill material existed and the area was graded and 
partially revegetated; and 

• 1985 - no expansion of landfilling activities was observed and fill areas had been 
revegetated. 

3.4 Initial Response 

The site was proposed for the NPL in 1988 and finalized in March 1989. The Cedartown 
Municipal Landfill Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) Committee completed the RI/FS in 1993 
pursuant to EPA Administrative Order of Consent in 1990. 

The selected remedial altemative in the Feasibility Study (FS) addressed contaminated ground 
water and leachate. The remedial altemative included cover maintenance, institutional controls, 
and monitored natural attenuation. 

3.5 Basis for Taking Action 

The baseline risk assessment conducted as part ofthe Remedial Investigation (RJ) identified the 
following contaminants ofconcem (COCs) in ground water: Manganese, Beryllium, Cadmium, 
Chromium, and Lead. Pathways of exposure included ingestion of ground water and exposure to 
surface waters. The baseline risk assessment detemiined that the soil and soil/waste at the site 
did not present an unacceptable risk at the site. Therefore no Contaminants of Concem (COCs) 
were retained for soil and soil/waste. 



4 Remedial Actions 

4.1 Remedy Selection 

4.1.1 1993 Record of Decision 

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the site was issued on 2 November 1993. The Remedial 
Action Objectives stated in the ROD for the site were: 

Overall protection of human health and the environment; 
compliance with applicable and/or relevant Federal or State public health or 
environmental standards; 
long-term effectiveness and permanence; 
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances or contaminants; 
short-term effectiveness or the impacts a remedy might have on the community, 
workers, or the envirormient during the course of implementation; 
implementability, that is, the administrative or teclmical capacity to carry out the 
altemative; 
cost-effectiveness considering costs for constmction, operation, and maintenance of 
the altemative over the life ofthe project, including additional costs should it fail; 
acceptance by the State; and, 
acceptance by the Community. 

The selected Remedial Action (RA) at this site includes: maintaining the cover and seep controls, 
deed restrictions and land use restrictions, surface-water monitoring; natural attenuation, ground
water monitoring, and a two year review. If continued monitoring indicated that natural 
attenuation is not effective, a contingency Remedial Action to extract and treat the ground water 
with a "to be determined" technology would be implemented with off-site discharge. The total 
O&M costs were estimated at a present worth cost of $615,000 during remedy selection or an 
O&M duration of 30 years. 

Major components ofthe selected remedy, as stipulated in the Record of Decision, include: 

• Cover maintenance and seep controls; 
• Institutional controls, such as record notices and deed, zoning, and land-use 

restrictions; 
• Groundwater monitoring program to ensure natural attenuation processes would be 

effective and that contaminants would not migrate; 
• A two year review during which EPA would determine whether groundwater 

performance standards continue to be appropriate and if natural attenuation processes 
are effective. EPA shall consider and at EPA's sole discretion implement an active 
ground water confingency remedial action if groundwater performance standards 
continue to be appropriate and natural attenuation processes are not effective; 



• Contingency remedial action to include ground-water extraction, on-site treatment, 
and discharge under Nafional Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to 
nearby surface water or Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW); and, 

• Continued ground-water monitoring upon attainment ofthe perfonnance standards at 
sampling intervals to be approved by EPA until EPA approves a five year review 
concluding that the altemative has achieved continued attainment ofthe performance 
standards and remains protective of human health and the environment. 

4.1.2 1996 Explanation of Significant Difference 

In June 1996 the EPA published an Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD) Superfund Fact 
Sheet for the Cedartown Landfill. The scope ofthe ESD involved changing the performance 
standard for manganese. The performance standard was changed from 175 micrograms per liter 
(ug/l) to 840 ug/L based on changes in the reference dose. 

4.1.3 1998 Record of Decision Amendment 

Based upon the Administrative Record, the requirements ofthe CERCLA and the NCP, the 
detailed analysis of altematives, and consideration of public and state coinments; the EPA 
selected an amended reinedy for this site. The ROD Amendment was signed on 12 May 1998. 
The selected cleanup altemative to reduce COC concentrations to levels protective of human 
health and the environment posed by contamination found at the Cedartown site involved 
implementafion of institutional controls to restrict ground-water use in the areas where 
performance standards are exceeded, and perfonning maintenance ofthe landfill cover. Ground
water monitoring would not be continued since existing data had demonstrated that 
contamination was not migrafing away from the site. Specifically, the ROD Amendment stated: 

Groundwater monitoring for two and one half years has demonstrated that 
groimdwater contamination levels for all contanunants of concern, except 
manganese, are below perfonnance standards. Groundwater concentrations of 
manganese have remained stable in the wells which are contaminated. 
Manganese contamination has nol moved to more distant wells. In addition, EP.A 
analysis of groundwater data demonstrates that manganese contamination in the 
wells exceeding the groundwater performance standard does not appear to be 
related to landfill impacts. 

The ROD Amendment also removed the confingency acfion of pump and treat. Although the 
AROD removed the requirement for groundwater monitoring, the AROD Declaration stated that 
a groundwater sampling event would be done as part ofthe first FYR, as part ofthe FYR 
protectiveness determination (this sampling event was conducted as part ofthe Second FYR in 
2006). The esfimated cost of implementing the amended ROD was $5,000 at the time ofthe 
amendment. 

Major components of the amended reinedy, include: 



• Maintenance of the landflll cover; 

• Institutional controls to restrict ground-water use beneath and immediately 
surrounding the site; and 

• Removal ofthe requirement for groundwater monitoring and the pump and treat 
contingency, while requiring a groundwater sampling event as part ofthe first FYR. 

4.1.4 1999 NPL Deletion 

The Site Close Out Report was submitted in September 1998. The report stated: 

This site meets all the site completion requirements as specified in OSWER 
Directive 9320.2-3C, Procedures for Completion and Deletion of National 
Priorities List Sites and Update. Specifically, confinnation sampling verifies that 
the site has achieved the ROD cleanup objective, that groundwater use is 
restricted in areas where groundwater perfonnance standards are exceeded by 
instltufional controls. In addition, landfill cover maintenance and seep controls are 
continuing. All remedial actions specified in the ROD, as amended, have been 
implemented. 

The EPA published a Notice oflntent to Delete the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site 
from the NPL on November 23, 1998 in the Federal Register (63 FR 64668- 64669). The 
closing date for comments on the Nofice oflntent to Delete was December 23,1998. No 
comments were received by the EPA and the Notice of Deletion of Cedartown Municipal 
Landfill Superfiand Site from the National Priorities List was published on January 15, 
1999. 

4.2 Remedy Implementation and Description 

• Landfill cover and seep inspections were conducted semi-annually for the duration ofthe 
RA prograin (November 1994 - Febmary 1998). They have not been conducted since 
even though the requirement to perfonn maintenance was not lifted when the site was 
deleted from the NPL. 

• Monitoring data collected quarterly during the RA (January 1995 - Septeniber 1997) 
revealed that the only COC consistenfiy detected in some ofthe perimeter monitoring 
wells was manganese. Analysis ofthe ground-water data revealed three perimeter 
monitoring wells have a significantly higher concentration of manganese than the mean 
manganese concentration from interior monitoring-wells. This indicated the manganese 
detected was naturally occurring. This historic ground-water data may be viewed in 
Appendix A ofthis document. 

• Based on the results of ground-water monitoring, the ROD was amended (May 1998) to 
remove the requirements for ground-water monitoring and the pump and treat 
contingency, while requiring a groundwater sampling event as part ofthe first FYR. 



• Deed restrictions have been placed in effect as stipulated by the amended Record of 
Decision (May 1998). 

• The first FYR for this Site was completed in September 2001, while the groundwater 
sampling event required by the amended ROD's Declaration was conducted in 2006. 
This document is the third ofthe FYRs to be prepared for the site. Thus, these conditions 
ofthe ROD and amended ROD have been fiilfilled. 

4.3 Systems Operation & Maintenance 

The landfill cover has not been maintained nor has it been inspected since 1999. The operation 
or maintenance activities perfomied include annual mowing of some ofthe access trails. When a 
site is deleted from the NPL, the EPA determines that no further response action is necessary. 
However, O&M activities associated with containment remedies are not considered to be 
response actions. 

The monitoring well network consisted of thirteen groundwater wells. The most recent 
groundwater monitoring event was conducted in 2006 as a part ofthe second FYR. Perimeter 
wells OW-I, CL-03-WP, and interior wells CL-05-WP, and CL-06-WP were found to be 
damaged and could not be sampled during the July 2006 sampling event. Since the monitoring 
wells no longer serve a useftil purpose and no future use is planned, the wells should be 
abandoned in accordance with GAEPD regulations. 

4.4 Costs and Effort 

The current Operation & Maintenance (O&M) cost associated with site are minimal (<$500), as 
the only O&M performed is the annual mowing ofa few trails. This effort takes one person 
approximately two to four hours to complete. 



5 Progress Since Last Review 

5.1 Protectiveness Statement From the Second FYR 

The protectiveness statement from the Second FYR reads as follows: 

The remedy is considered protective in the short-term, because 
there is no evidence of exposure. However, in order for the remedy 
to remain protective in the long-term, the landfill cover must be 
inspected semi-annually and maintained by the City of Cedartown. 

5.2 Overall Progress 

The second FYR determined the protectiveness ofthe remedy for the site to be protective of 
human health and the environment in the short term. The report recommended that the landfill 
cover be inspected and maintained on a semi-aimual basis. 

No cover maintenance or bi-aimual inspections have been perfonned (they have not been 
perfonned since the site was taken offthe NPL). 



6 Five-Year Review Process 

The purpose ofa FYR is to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human health 
and the environment. A FYR does not reconsider decisions made during the selection ofthe 
remedy, but evaluates the implementation and performance ofthe selected remedy. 

6.1 Administrative Components 

The USACE initiated the Five-Year Review upon notification from the EPA in March 2011. 
The USACE review team included members from the HTRW section, located in Savannah, 
Georgia, with expertise in environmental engineering and hydrogeology. Mr. Brian Farrier, EPA 
site Remedial Project Manager (RPM), coordinated the EPA Region 4 staff who participated in 
the Five-Year Review. 

This is the third Five-Year Review for the Cedartown Municipal Landflll site. The schedule for 
the review extends through September 28, 2011. The components ofthe review included: 

• Community notification; 
• Document Review; 
• Data Review; 
• Site Inspection; 
• Local Interviews; and 
• FYR Report Development and Review. 

6.2 Community Involvement 

The Cedartown Municipal Landflll Site has had little public involvement or interest since the site 
was deleted from the NPL. When completed, the FYR Report will be, placed in the Cedartown 
Public Library, information repository for the project. A public notice has been placed in the 
Cedartown Standard announcing its availability for review and comment. A copy ofthe Public 
Notice is included as Appendix B. 

A survey ofthe nearest residential neighborhood was performed during the site visit. This 
development lies approximately 1000 feet the west ofthe site, with farmland and wooded areas 
lying between the site and the development. The neighborhood is only partially developed and 
contains approximately 20-30 houses, many ofthe houses appear to be vacant. Only one 
resident was encountered during the survey ofthe neighborhood, Mr. Joeseph Chupp. (His 
comments about the site are in Section 6.6.) 
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6.3 Document Review 

Electronic copies of all site documents were provided by the EPA RPM. The project files were 
reviewed from April 1- 28. Documents that were reviewed were related to site investigations, 
feasibility studies, remedial design, the RODs, construction reports, operation and maintenance 
plans and monitoring data. The primary documents used in conducting the review are included 
in Table 2. 

Table 2. Documents Reviewed 

,'^^^yDocuments''an'd'information Source . '̂ ...•.,,..., . ; 

"The Causes and Effects of Water Pollution in Cedartown, GA." Billy 
Grant, Environmental Science, 1971. 
"Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Statement of Work, March 
1990" 
"Administrative Order by Consent for RI/FS - Cedartown Municipal 
Landfill" 

"Remedial Investigation Report" Prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & 
Associates 

"Feasibility Study Report" Prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates 

"Record of Decision" EPA 

Letter from Conestoga-Rovers Associates to Jay Bassett, USEPA 
conceming Baseline Risk Assessment 

"Model Unilateral Administrative Order for RD/RA" Prepared by 
USEPA 

"Remedial Design / Remedial Action Work Plan" prepared by 
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates. 

"USEPA Superfund Fact Sheet - Explanation of Significant 
Differences" 

"Two-Year Evaluation Report" Prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & 
Associates 

"Amended Record of Decision Summary of Remedial Altemative 
Selection, Cedartown Municipal Landfill" Prepared by EPA Region IV. 

"Superfund Final Close Out Report" Prepared by EPA Region IV 

"Deletion Docket Site-Specific Index" 

"First Five Year Review Report for Cedartown Municipal Landfill." 
Prepared by USACE 

"Second Five Year Review Report for Cedartown Municipal Landfill" 
Prepared by USACE 

Aerial Photo Site Analysis Prepared by USEPA 

"Cedartown Municipal Landfill" EPA 

Summary of Contents Relevant to 
Five-Year Review 

Documentation of contamination 
discharge 
Scope of work done to provide basis 
for remedial action 

Order by EPA to undertake work 

Results of Remedial Investigation, 
basis for remedial acfion 

Provides evaluation of risk, 
invesfigation results, and background 
information 
Summary of altematives, toxicity 
assessment, & threshold criteria 
Comments conceming the Baseline 
Risk Assessment 

Institutional controls 

Institutional controls, contingent 
remedy implementation, 

Explaining change in manganese 
performance standard for groundwater 
Proposal to remove site from NPL, 
Manganese performance standard 

Institutional Confrols, Site maps, 
proposed changes in remedy 

Notice declaring that all work stated in 
the ROD had been constmcted. 

Shows timeline of project reports and 
shows deletion from NPL 

Provided the first statutory review of 
the site and idenfified issues to be 
addressed. 
Provided the second statutory review of 
the site and identified issues to be 
addressed. 

Historical photo analysis 

Site Summary 
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6.4 Data Review 

No data has been collected since the 2006 FYR. The data collected during the Remedial Acfion 
and presented in the Two-Year Evaluation report and the data from the 2006 FYR were 
reviewed. Ten rounds of ground-water monitoring occurred between January 1995 and 
September 1997 with an addifional round in 2006. Appendix A provides a summary ofthe 
historical data. A description of sample results for the contaminants ofconcem follows. 

Bervllium: For all ofthe RA monitoring events, concentrations of beryllium in both interior and 
perimeter monitoring wells were below the reported detection limit. 

Cadmium: For all ofthe RA monitoring events, concentrations of cadmium in both interior and 
perimeter monitoring wells were below the reported detection limit. 

Chromium: Chromium was detected several times in two interior monitoring wells, CL-06-WP 
and CL-07-WP and once in a perimeter monitoring well, OW-1, during the RA sampling. In 
2006 chromium was detected in monitoring well CL-07-WP at a concentration of 130 ug/L. 
Chromium was not detected in any ofthe perimeter monitoring wells. 

Lead: Lead was detected in each ofthe interior monitoring wells at least once during RA 
monitoring. Concentration range from 3.0 ug/L to 26.8 ug/L. None ofthe perimeter monitoring 
wells contained lead during any ofthe RA sampling events. 

Manganese: In November 1995, the perfonnance standard for manganese was changed by the 
EPA from 175 ug/L to 840 ug/L; thus, the regulatory limit for the Cedartown Municipal Landflll 
site was also changed. Manganese was consistently detected in perimeter monitoring wells 
during Remedial Action monitoring. In 2006 manganese was detected in monitoring well OW-3 
at a concentrafion of 1,430 ug/L and in background monitoring well 0W-6B at a concentration 
of 967 ug/L. The sampling data indicates monitoring well OW-3 historically contains 
manganese at higher concentrations than the landfill intemal wells, CL-05-WP and CL-06-WP. 
The 1999 ROD Amendment stated that EPA analysis ofgroundwaler data demonstrated that 
manganese contamination in the wells exceeding the groundwater performance standard does not 
appear to be related to landfill impacts. 

6.5 Site Inspection 

On April 21, 2011, Kevin Haborak and Frank Burwell (USACE) met with Brian Farrier (EPA 
Region IV) and Heather Clark (Georgia Department of Natural Resources [DNR] Environmental 
Protection Division [EPD]) to inspect the site. Mr. Joe Watts, Maintenance Supervisor for the 
City of Cedartown, showed the group around the landfill. Mr. Watts has been associated with 
the site for 22 years. Most ofthe areas inspected had been allowed to revert back to wooded 
plots (the exceptions being the select trails around the landfill). These conditions can be seen in 
some ofthe photos attached to this report. Inspection ofthe landfill cover for deficiencies such 
as cracks or depressions was limited due to the reforestation ofthe landfill cover. Mr. Watts 
stated that typically inaintenance activities include annual cutting of vegetation along the access 
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trails. In areas that were more visible for inspections, the landfill cover appeared to be in good 
condition. Most ofthe monitoring wells could not be located due to the dense vegetation at the 
site. There were no indications of any other problems at the site. The Site Inspection Checklist 
is included as Appendix C. Site Photographs are included in Appendix D. 

6.6 Interviews 

On April 21, 2011, interviews with Joe Watts ofthe City of Cedartown, Brian Farrier of EPA 
Region IV, and Heather Clark of EPD were conducted at the site in Cedartown, GA by Kevin 
Haborak and Frank Burwell of USACE. The interviews were conducted in the form ofa 
meefing with the above attendees participating in a group discussion ofthe site prior to 
performing the site walk-through. The documentation of those present at the meeting and a 
summary ofthe concems of each individual is presented in Appendix E. 

The group discussion began by asking Mr. Farrier and Mrs. Clark if they had any concems about 
the current state ofthe site. Mr. Farrier stated that the landflll cover maintenance had not been 
performed since the site was deleted from the NPL and that a detennination would need to be 
made if that was in acceptable condition. Mrs. Heather Clark indicated that she was concemed 
that landfill cover maintenance had not been performed and that the preferred course of action 
was to require the landfill landfill cover to be cleared and maintained as it was during the 
implementafion of the remedy. 

During the discussion with Mr. Watts, he stated that he had been involved with the site for 22 
years. He indicated that they have had trouble with trespassers in the past. The trespassers came 
onto the site to either hunt illegally or to steal items from the equipment shed. The City of 
Cedartown addressed the issue by further limiting site access with addifional fencing in areas that 
had inadequate site access controls and by enlisting the help ofthe DNR Conservation Rangers 
(more commonly known as Game Wardens) to police for illegal hunfing. They have not had 
trouble with trespassers since they have insfituted the additional protections. 

Mr. Watts also indicated routine inaintenance performed at the landfill site consists ofthe annual 
mowing of select site access trails. A larger clearing was performed in 2006 to allow for easy 
access to the site monitoring wells during the sampling event that was perfomied concurrent with 
the second FYR, but these areas are not included in the annual maintenance program. No other 
maintenance or inspections have been performed since the site was deleted from the NPL. 

Subsequent to the site visit, a follow-up interview was conducted with Brian Farrier and Heather 
Clark via email. The purpose ofthe follow-up interviews was to determine if any additional 
concems about the site arose as a result ofthe site inspection and the interview with Mr. Watts. 
Mrs. Clark responded in a letter dated September 20, 2011, Mr. Farrier responded via email. The 
documentafion ofthe replies to the questions is presented in Appendix E. 

On April 21, 2011, an interview with local resident Joeseph Chupp was conducted at his 
residence on Montanna Drive in Cedartown, GA. Mr. Chupp stated that he had no knowledge of 
the existence ofthe landfill. He fiirther stated that he was connected to the county water supply 
and that he had no concems about the site. 
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7 Technical Assessment 

Question A: Is the remedv functioning as intended by the decision documents? 

The ROD indicates that the purpose ofthe remedy was to provide protection by performing 
groundwater monitoring, surface water monitoring, and inspections and maintenance on the 
landfill cover while the remedy was being implemented; and to provide for long temi 
protectiveness through deed restrictions that would limit access to affected groundwater. A 
copy ofthe deed restricfions is presented in Appendix F. The ROD amendment removed the 
requirement ofgroundwaler and surface water sampling. 

The documents, data, ARAR reviews, interviews, and site inspection indicate the remedy is 
generally functioning as intended by the decision documents. Deed restrictions have been put in 
place to provide long term protectiveness from exposure to groundwater and the property is 
fenced and access to the site is limited to authorized personnel to prevent exposure to 
groundwater seeps. Protectiveness was maintained during the implementation ofthe remedy 
through semi-annual inspections and maintenance on the landfill cover. The perfonnance 
standards were met and the remedy was considered complete in 1998. The original requirements 
for semi-annual inspections and maintenance ofthe landfill cover, as specified in the amended 
ROD, were not removed when the site was deleted from the NPL. The landfill cover should be 
restored and inspected regularly as dictated by the decision documents. Visual inspections 
during the FYRs will continue to be impeded without the landfill cover being cleared and routine 
maintenance/inspections performed. 

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicitv data, cleanup levels and remedial action 
obiectives (RAOs) used at the time ofthe remedv selection still valid? 

The exposure pathways, toxicity values, risk assessinent methods, and standards identified in the 
ROD, subsequent ESD and ROD amendment were reviewed to identify changes that may affect 
the protectiveness of the remedy. 

No new exposure pathways were identified that could affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
The initial risk assessment did not consider the vapor intmsion pathway. Vapor intmsion occurs 
when gases or vapors from chemicals in soil or groundwater migrate into occupied buildings. 
Unfil recently, this transport pathway was not routinely considered in RCRA or CERCLA 
investigations. Vapor intmsion is now a standard consideration during these investigations. This 
pathway was not considered in the final baseline risk assessment. Exposure via the vapor 
intmsion pathway does not affect the current protectiveness ofthe remedy since the COCs are 
metals (i.e., a complete exposure pathway does not exist). 

A comparison ofthe toxicity data used in the decision documents to current toxicity data is 
included as Appendix G. Note that many toxicity values have changed. An increase in the 
Cancer Slope Factor (CSF) will produce an increase in risk for the same on-site concentration. 
Conversely, a decrease in the noncarcinogenic reference dose (RfD) will produce an increased 
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hazard quotient for the same on-site concentration. Both would cause a decrease in a calculated 
remedial goal. 

Performance standards were established for manganese, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, and 
lead in groundwater. Only the standard for manganese was based on calculations of acceptable 
risk levels. The RfD for manganese increased in 1995. The remedial goal was increased in the 
1996 ESD to account for the change in the RfD. This increase in the remedial goal does not 
affect the protectiveness ofthe remedy. 

Question C: Has anv other infonnation come to light that could call into question the 
protectiveness ofthe remedv? 

No additional information has been identified that would call into question the protectiveness of 
the remedy. The land use in the immediate vicinity ofthe site is primarily industrial and 
agricultural and is expected to remain that way for the foreseeable fiiture. 

Technical Assessment Summarv 

Based on documents, data, and ARAR reviews; interviews; and site inspection, the reinedy is 
generally fiinctioning as intended by the ROD, as amended. ARARs for groundwater were 
evaluated and no changes were identified that would affect the protectiveness ofthe remedy. The 
current wooded state ofthe landfill cover could cause the landfill cover to deteriorate and affect 
the long term protectiveness ofthe remedy. 
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8 Issues 
Issues for the Cedartown Landfill site are presented in Table 3. This table summarizes some of 
the concems raised in the previous sections. Corresponding recommendations and follow-up 
acfions are discussed in Section 9. A yes answer to whether the issue affects future 
protectiveness does not mean that the remedy is not currently fiinctioning as intended; rather, it 
implies that if the issue is not addressed, then at some point the remedy may no longer fiinction 
as intended. 

Table 3 Issues 

Issue 
1) Current wooded state ofthe landfill cover. 

Currently Affects 
Protectiveness 

(Y/N) 

N 

Affects Future 
Protectiveness 

(Y/N) 

Y 
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9 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions 
Recommendafions and follow-up actions for the items discussed in Section 8 are presented in 
Table 4. A yes answer to whether the recommendation affects future protectiveness does not 
mean that the remedy is not currently funcfioning as intended; rather, it implies that if the issue is 
not addressed then at some point the reinedy may no longer function as intended. 

Table 4 Recommendations 

Issue 
1 

Recommendation/ 
Follow-Up Actions 
The landfill cover 
should be restored 
and should 
subsequently be 
properly maintained 
and inspected 
regularly. 

Party 
Responsible 

Cedartown 
Municipal 
Landfill 

PRP 
Committee 

Oversight 
Agency 

EPA 

Milestone 
Date 

December 
30,2011 

Affects Protectiveness 
Current? 

N 

Future? 

Y 
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10 Protectiveness Statement 

The remedy at the site currently protects human health and the environment because there is no 
evidence of exposure. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-temi, the 
condition ofthe landfill cover needs to be addressed. 



11 Next Review 

The next FYR for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site is required to be completed within five 
years ofthe approval date ofthis review. 
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Appendix A 
Historic Ground-Water Data 

Monitoring Well OW-2 
Analyte 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

1/5/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.005 
0.587 

4/27/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0:01 
< 0.003 
0.527 

7/20/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
1.17 

10/23/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.285 

1/3/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
'<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.468 

4/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.305 

7/10/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.782 

10/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.682 

2/12/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
< 0.01 
< 0.003 
0.191 

9/9/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

0.0171 J 
L26 

7/26/2006 
<0.01 

< 0.001 
<0.02 

0.000547 
0.0456 

Monitoring Well OW-3 
Analyte 

.Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

1/10/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.114 

4/26/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

4.89 

7/22/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
1.16 

10/26/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
4.99 

1/4/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

4.48 

4/23/1996 
<0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

4.92 

7/11/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
5.3 

10/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
4.52 

2/18/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
4.83 

9/10/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

4.64 

7/26/2006 
<0.01 

< 0.001 
<0.02 

0.000805 
1.43 

Monitoring Well OW-4 
Analyte 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

1/6/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.005 
2.29 

4/25/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

5.06 

7/19/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
2.38 

10/25/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
5.74 

1/2/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

3.84 

4/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
5.12 

7/9/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

3.33 

10/23/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
1.93 

2/10/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
7.66 

9/9/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 

2.11 

7/26/2006 
<0.01 
< 0.001 
<0.02 

< 0.001 
0.384 



Monitoring Well OW-5 
Analyte 1/6/1995 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.005 
0.0108 

4/25/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
< 0.01 

7/20/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
<0.01 

Appendix A 
Historic Ground-Water Data 

10/25/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
<0.01 

1/4/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
<0.01 

4/22/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
< 0.01 

1 

7/10/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
<0.01 

10/23/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
<0.01 

2/9/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
<0.01 

9/9/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
< 0.01 
< 0.003 
<0.01 

7/26/2006 
<0.01 
< 0.001 
<0.02 
< 0.001 
0.00555 

Monitoring Well CL-07-WP 
Analyte 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

5/2/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 

0.23 
0.0268 
0.81 

4/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
0.398 
0.0113 
0.274 

7/26/2006 
< 0.010 
0.00125 

0.13 
0.0049 
0.254 

Monitoring Well 0W-7R 
Analyte 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

1/23/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
0.0101 
0.011 
0.491 

4/28/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.202 

7/19/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.232 

10/24/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.227 

1/3/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.252 

4/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.252 

7/10/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.225 

10/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.191 

2/10/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.167 

9/10/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.202 

7/26/2006 
<0.01 

0.00111 
<0.02 

0.00219 
0.0638 

Monitoring Well OW-6B 
Analyte 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 
Manganese 

1/5/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.005 
0.0451 

4/25/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
0.005 
0.0836 

7/23/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.091 

10/26/1995 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.0967 

1/3/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
0.0042 
0.152 

4/24/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
0.0036 
0.07 

7/11/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.124 

10/28/1996 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
0.01062 
< 0.003 
0.296 

2/11/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 
< 0.003 
0.0715 

9/10/1997 
< 0.005 
< 0.005 
<0.01 

< 0.003 
0.231 

7/26/2006 
<0.01 
< 0.001 
<0.02 

< 0.001 
0.967 
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it y 

rfte I -'.^riivironiftenta! Protection Agency «FPA| is> conducting 'v.h third five-year 
an icu of lhe renwNlial <»ctit̂ rfe saken ar the tVdano%H Municipul I andftl! Superfund 
site ii-f Polk Counlv lit (.«;daftov,ii, (ieornia. The site î  bortkred to lhe cast by 10* 
Streei and to the soutii by Prior Stafi.n? B<»ad rRotrtf JOO). 'llie purpose of lhe five-

•nswc thai Ik- Jies are t prot-xtrng 
s ' ihe mvimnmc eus are j under tbe 
Cwnprehensive hnviroiimenfa! Respoi 'u'-ii and Liabilfry Act. Fhe first 
ftve>> ear revie'» al the -̂ itc «-a.s compkntti tr, >cpa-'nbcr 20U1. 

In \Wx f f«.\ issued a Record of IX-cisioh |R('( .ting of ground-water and 
surfac<-water rn«iii«riitg and tn<ititut!oiiai cont! Uidin.e cover maintenance, 
.•<cp controls and land use restricJiori^) to address poieraial rt̂ k to human hadth and 
the m\ ironment A ' .;) remedj ofpiimp-afld-Jrc.H 'Aas int'aded in the ROD 
in case dm ground-' < imiauci- standards cuiild uo; he mef. 

Gro«nd*w8»er nwmicoring data collected at the sile for twM and onc-hjilf years 
imJicatcd no coni{jtiients, except ?v1itrigjine«, remametS abo-.c :hf pcrfonnanci; 
standards Additional ground-^^atet data indicated that Manganese in ground waler 
was naturaily occurring aiid not the result of waste disposal acfl%"iiies at lhe site. 
Basis} on this mformmtm, R.O0 wm amended in ' •, .• die pump-and-treat 
contingency :uid discomintie ffioniiorirsg. The ^ ..,.. .-d irom the National 
Priori{ie!;List(NPf ) in im<). 

EPA has fonned a team to perfi-Hin t!ie five-year K% icw and prepare a report by the 
end of Septeniber 2011. The five-}ear re\'icw process it 
evgliatiori of the rem«!iatton mttk done at the siie. inclmli ^ 

• Intcrviewiiig fwal «»05cials and communitj mciubers 
• Reviewing Jand ttse zoning changes 
• Checking ctirrent m t condifions and access controls 
• Reviewing monitoring records and report.s 

comprehensive 

\ 

•fhe inlbmiaiion gatiiered \% ii! beevaiualed b> the review team, v, hich wil! determine 
whether the remedv remains proteclJ%'e of public health and the enviroiiment. The 
team will then produce a final repott io documert» hi -Indings. The completiotj ofthe 
report «.ill be pablicly annotmced, and a coj '-epori mill bt available lo the 
public at llie <,:edartown Public Libran,-, 245 t,aj.t A\e, fedartown. Georgia. 

Public particip" ' " ' -e- year review process is cnct?urage<t and 'A'clcomed. 
If you are im^ _ 'scipaling in the rene*- process, "pkase contact Mr. 
Kyic Bryant. I:PA C:i»mnMjtiijy Inv«)!vement Coordinator at (800) 564-7577 or at 
the fallowing addrete: BPA Region 4 Superfiind Division, 61 Forsyth Street SW, 
Atlanta, GA 30303. Email: Brvant.K)'le€-epa.gov. 
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APPENDIX C 

SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 



OSiVERiNp,i935f7-d3BiP 

Please n6te'thaf"0«&M" is irefeirê ^ thrblighput this checklist. At sites where Loiig-TerTn 
ResppnseActioiis are irt prpgress, 0&^i activities m 
these sites are riot cprisideiired to be in the O&M phase while bdng rernediated <undef the Superfiind 
program., 

Flw-A^ear Review Site inspectio Checklist (template) 

(Workirig dpcumeiit for site inspection, infonnation may be cpmpleteid by hand and attached to the 
Ei'veTYeirReiviewrefKjrtas'subportingdpcuinCTM^ "N/A;"i-efere'tp'"nptappIicabli5.") 

I. SITE INFORMATION 

Sitename: ^ea<C<V. 0 u> y\ p^>.i^v^:a.u Date of inspection: 2 J - A y ^ f ' i \ - ZO'Vi 

Location and Region: ^ J F A "Z^jCv^'ZS-^ EPATiy: Crfi> ^ 8 Q 4 1 S ^ < > ^ 

Agehcyi qilice, or cbmpany leading the five-year 
rcvicW; ^ (^^^; Cftr^ji cS. e^ivs»>i^T< 

Weath cr/tcmperatu rc: 
1^ :^ 8Qi' V" 

Remedy Includes:: (Check all that Hpplŷ  
(Landfill cpyer/contaimnenli^ 
Access'controls 
liistitutionai cpdtrqls 
(jroundwater piimp and treatinent 
Suffacie.watei- CpjlecHion and toeatfnent 
Oth^ 

Monitored natural attenuation 
Grpund\yater containrnent 
Verticai barrier walls 

Aittachmehts: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached 

U^TNTERVIEWS '(Check:aif that apply) 

i. 0&M.sitemanagcr^5oc LJa.-i'V* MdiiyV, 
Name, Title 

Interviewed! ( J^^ne^ at office by phone; Phone np. 

•tx^oaAU. bhpir gi^'f • ^ / z i / t o i l 
Date 

Problems, suggestions; ' Report attached. 

2 O&M staff 
Name Title 

Interviewed ,at:site atpffiCe by phone Phone no. 
Ptpblems, suggestions; Reportattached , • 

Date 

D-7 



OSWER No. 9355:7i.03Bip: 

3. lx»cal :regulatoiy. authorities and rcsponseja emergency 
responseoipfice.pplicedepaitment, pffiqe:ofpublic:;health:orra office; 
recorder, pfdeeds, or other city and count̂ ^ Fill inall that:appjy. 

Agency , . . 
Contaci HtttUt^tf- iCAdirU: 

Narrie 
Problems; suggestioris; Repkyrt attached 

Cyoilp^k-h Uilluiil 
Title Date: Phonenb. 

•Agency . 
Contact 

Naine 
Problems; .suggestions; • Report attached 

Tide Date; Phone no. 

Agency 
Contact . 

Name 
Problems; suggestions; Report attached 

Title Date;: Phbrie ho: 

Agency, 
C p n t a c t ' ', , • - . 

Name 
Prpblenis; suggestions;, Report:attached 

Title Date: Phorienp. 

4, Other interyiews: (optibnal). Report attached. 

yJagtse^Vv otvKyp JS% itKa,t^tui-a6. ^ \ 

rV' ' - L K u p y \ y i ^ Kie yfS«OJi>u.<t k l^OlJ l<rA j^ f tS^ VU»< b«.\ i \ t t iiCX: 

\ f > t ^ :vs>iJvJ ^ 4U. <:iafj M f ( i . 

0^8 
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III; PN^ITE PQCUMENTS & î :iĉ ^ 
P&M bocuments: 

G&Mmanual 
AsTbui Itjdiawings 
Maintenance logs: 

Remarks: i_ 

Readily avaljable 
Readily available 
Reacliiy available 

Upto.;date/ - ^ T A ^ 
Up to.date; N/A, 
Up to date: N/A, 

Sitfr^pecific Health and Safety Plan Readily available tip to date; ^ S ^ 
Gphtiiigencyplsui/emergency response plan Readily available Upto.date N/A.; 

Remarks .. ,, . .. . .-. 

Q&M and OSHA Training R^^ Readily available Up to date: (^Z^) 
Remarks • __^. 

Permits and:Scrvice; Agreements 
Air discharge permit : 
Effluent discharge; 
Waste disposal, JPdTW 
Other pennits ._ 

Remarks, . 

Readily available 
Rezidily ayaiiabie; 
.Readily available 
• Readilyavailable 

yp;to;date: 
Upltpdiate: 
Up todatei; 
Upto;ciate 

Ga$:Generatibn Records; 
Remarks • ., 

Readily, available Uptodate 

SeMcmcntMpnument RiKbrdS: 
Remarks • 

•Readily :ayailabie Up to date; 

Groundwate]r.;MphitbrihgRiKbhls Readily available Upto.date. 
RJemarkS- v:a^*r^ri..if<.<. fie.yei.TVg; iirre.i-a^ ^OaCa o\) \« :n\ te6) 

•Crov»N c e c v - : . . . . . . . . . . 
LcachatC; Extraction R i ^ 
Remarks ^ 

Readily'available •:Ui3fodafe: 

Discharge Coinpllahce Records 
Aii-, 
Water(efflueht) 

Remarks 

Readilyavailable 
Readilyavailable 

Up to date 
, Up to date 

10. Daily Atcess/Securlty. Logs 
Remarks 

Readilyavailable (Jp-.to date 

D-9 
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TV. G&M COSTS 

O&M Organization; 
State ih-house; Contractor for State 
PRP in-house Contractor for PkP 
Federaf Facility in-house Contractor for Federal FaciUty « 
Other Cfad^fWi^ r s Cp v^wV-j oiy<.^<,fes M^ StCuf^^Af ^ 

mi!'WA>\A.< t J c C ^ S i fi=>aM^S < 3 ^ - g i k . 

O&M Cost Rcicdrds O * ifvA »_^>'K> 
Readilyavailable, Up to date: iin<i»/*i.»'l'».'3/< 
Fundirig mechahism/agreeirieiif in place 

Original O&M cost estiinate Breakdbwii'attached 

From 

From 

From 

From 

From 

bate 

Date 

Date, 

bate 

bate 

Tot 

- . T o _ 

_ T o _ 

To 

_ X P _ 

ail aiuiiial cost by 

Date 

bate. 

:Date 

bate 

Date 

year for review 

Tptalcost 

Total cost; 

Tptalcost: 

Tptalcost 

Total cosf. 

period'if available 

Breakdown attached 

Breakdown attached 

Breakdown attached: 

Breakdown aifached' 

Breakdown attached^ 

Unanticipated :oriJnu$uaUy High Q&M Cbsfs During Review period. 
bescribe costs and reasons: . . . . , 

V:; AGC^$S4NDINStlTUtiO^At ;Applicabie: N/Av 

A. Fencing 

i. Fencing damaged, Lpcationshown on site:inap Gates seciired N/A 
Remarks Fc'VpgMyt fs <gagvv.a:<e<) Q\oy>e :gowAg- njoj-ks, ^^ -f<< 

B. Other Acceiss Restrictions: 

li Signs andother security measures Libcafibn shown ori site map (̂  N/A* 
Reriiarks 

P-IO 
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C. Institutibnal Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementatipn and enforcement, 
Site conditions.imply IGsnot properiyimpieiriented 
Site condidons imply ICSiript.beihg.fully enforced: 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by); 
Freqiiency, ̂^ 

Yes 
Yes 

N/A, 
N/A 

Responsible party/agency._ 
Contact " • •' 

Name 

Reporting is uprtOTdate: 
Reports- arc yerified by the |ead:agency 

Title: 

Specific requirements in:deedor:decision:docmnents,have:been-mrt 
yiolations have been reported 
Other problems or suggestions: Reportattached 

Date: 

Ves No 
Yes No 

(fY^ No 
Yes CBo5 

Phone no. 

M 
N/A 
N/'A-

2'. Adequacy 
Remarks 

(UCs;are,-adeqpate^ ICs are inadequate: N/A, 

D.; General 

1. yandalism/trespassing^ Location shpwn.onsitemap, .N6 yandalisin eyiderit 
Remarks f.]c HGvfJttA.rsvvy. ft ,Apipa.fev^A-. . C % ^ '^^'tS '4Uajr-
O A - i ' k . U-tt 

:Ui'»\.-i ^ 
OCCa-rcT.^ 

2. Land use changes on s i t e ; / ' i ^ ^ ^ -
Remarks ^ " ^ T " ^ 

3. Laiid use .changes :bfr site / W ^ 
Remarks ^_ 

VI. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

Av Roads: Applicable' :N/A 

1. Rbadsdamaged 
keriiarks 

Location sho.wn on site;map Ipads'adequatc: N/A 

D-l I 
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B: Other Site Conditions 

RpmartfK P « O p l * S W . * * ^ ^ W u « V O f N r a l V t ^ 

H W C J T , A ^^».4. -p i i i s^ .. /A«.'«iJfc*\«.V>«c K a i W c * v v 

««««>5 U 4î U. 5/4*. A««5i Ara.a'Y'i Ai>-4 

;*• -Hv!* W * t>*e*^ 

isA««s + o Xt'>M..'V-

c( -e f i r * i ovi* <, 
•p#r- ; \ j « * i » — . 

VIL. L A N D F I L L . C O V E R S Applicable :N/A 

A. -Landfill Surface 

1- Settlement (Low spo^) 
-Areal • extent; 
; Remarics 

Lpcatipn shp-vvn on site.map. (SettJement;not evident 
berith 

2. Cracks 
Lengths_ 

: Remarks 

Locatipnis^hown onsitemap.: Cgracking;npt eyide^> 
'widths,^ :_. bepths 

3. Erosion 
-Areal: e:xtent_ 
Remarks-

Locatibn shp\yii pn.siteimap: (grpsion not; evi^e&bs^ 
bepth : '' • "̂  ' ^ " ' ^ 

A,. Hpliss 
Areal,;extent_ 
iRemarks: 

Lpcatiohshpwn"onsite"-iriap CHoles not eyidenr 
Depth 

,5. Vegetative fcover •—g <ira<;jp--> Coyer properly established No signs of stress 
^Scees/ShrubsXindicateisize and, locations on a;C 

Remarks :_ ; , ,, • „ ': . . ,„, , 
T ^ ~ K£«»;̂ tV(( <*g>v>av- lr\<a.< W c o V v ^ <x f <'(•<.. Q ^ r g s V t>^/j^ l?'-^75"y< 

Alternative Cover (arinbred Irbck, cbhcre'te^etc.) 
Reiharks 

Bulges 
Areal extent_ 
Remarks 

Location showii oii sitd:map' j ^ u l g e s not e vijdem J 
Height 
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8. Wet Areas/Water Damage 
Wet areas 
Ponding 
Seeps • 
ISpft subgrade 

Remarks 

iffieLarsas/water damage npt.evideiTF 
Location^showrTpirgite . Arpot-i . _ 
Location shown on sitie rnap, , Areal .extent^ 
Lpcaition shown on site map .Areal extent. 
Location shown on site map Areal extent_ 

9. SlopeTnstabiUty 
, Areaf extent 
.Remarks: 

Slides Loc,ati.ori:showri on site inap 'T^Noeviderice of slope iiistabiUty 

B. Benches Applicable: 
(Horizontally constructi^mpundsofearthplaced across a steep-la'ndfill-s 
in order to slow down th'e velocity of siuface mn6ff;aiidintefcept:and 
channeL) 

I. Flows BypassBench 
Remarks: 

Location shown on site riiap; 

'•2.,. Beiich Breached 
Remarks^; 

Location shown on site map 

3. iBench Overtopped 
Remarksi 

Location shpyfTi,on site inap ^N/A.prpkay 

C. Letdown Channels Applicable ( f ^ / K ^ 
(Ghaiinef hned with erosion connxHTnaf^riprap, grout bags; or gabions, thatdescend:do\yn;the:steep 
side-'slope.of the cover and will allow the in^ 
lah'dfill.cbvef. withoiit creating erbsibrijguUies;), 

Hi Settlemciit 
Aireal'extent^ 
Remarks. 

Location sho\yn on site map-
bepth -

No evidenceof setdeme 

Matcrikfbegradalipn 
Material type_ 
Remarks 

Location shown on site map 
Arealextent . 

Erosion 
Arealextent^ 
Remarks 

Lpcatipn shown on site m ^ 
Depth 

p evidence ot erosidB> 
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4. Undcircutting' 
Areal extent: 
Reriiarks 

Location shown on site map: 
Depth 

Obstructions Type 
Location ,shp\yn pn site map: 

Size 
Remarks 

Jo obstructions-x 
Areafextent, 

'Type, % for-r«5 V Excessive'VegetatiycGrpwth 
No evidenceiof excesswe:growth: 
Vegetatipn'inchannels.doesnotobstruct flow; 
Location showii on-site map: ArealWtent^ . 

Remarks V^<<rvt)Jri'U: C6\>̂ *-<- Shc^ JO^CQAA^ • îvs.«^ ^r<-<-<;4' 

i). Coyer Pencfratibns Applicable ,N/A. 

1. Gas: Vents -Active Passive 
Properly secured/locked Furictipning,- Routinelysampled Good cpridiliPri 
•Evidericeyofleak'ageat periefratibri NecdsiMairitenarice 

XIasMoriiitoring Probes 
Property Isecufed/16cked Functibniii|; 
EvidiEmce of leakage .af peiietfation-

Remarks- ^ ^ 

RbutinelyVisampled G6bd:cpridition 
Needs'Maititetiahce J I ^ ^ C N ; 

:Moiiitoring.WellS:(withih suiface,afea:of landfill): 
Pfoperly secured/locked <^ijnctibning Routinel^sampjed Good condition 
^yi.denCe:pfle^ageat:penetration CNeeos-Maintenaneai N/A 

<Uioctit\iLi ytidi . totil tOftJ»V»>>'s ioft g> -Kii si'Ac. 

Leachate Extraction Wells 
Prppef ly secured/locked Functioning 
Evidence 6f;leakage:at penetration 

RemarkS;̂  • 

Rbutiriely.sarripled Good condition 
Needs Maintenance Q^A, ^ . 

Settlement^Mbriuine'nts 
Remairks 

Located ;Rputinely surveyed: 
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E. 

i; 

2. 

3. 

F. 

:)• 

2: 

G. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

,4. 

Gas G6llectipn:and Treatment Appiicable X^/A ^ ^ 

Gas Treatment Facilities 
Flaring Thennal destruction Collection for feiise 
Good condition Needs Maimeiiaiice 

Remarks 

GasCbllection Wells, Manifolds arid Piping 
Good cbriditiori Needs Mainienaiice 

Remarks 

GasMbnitbririg Facilities (e.g., gas mbniitoiTiig ofadjacerifhpm^ 
Good condition Needs Maintenance N/A 

Reriiarks 

Cover Drainage Layer Applicable .,QN/>r^> 
• • • - , • • , , , ; 

Outlet Pipes Inspected Functipiiirig N/A 
Remarks 

putlef Rock Inspected Functioning N/A 
Remarks, 

Detention/Sediimcntation: Ponds Applicabii: V J ^ / A " " ^ 

Siltation Areal extent Depth N/A 
liSiltatiorihot evident 

Remarks 

Erosiori; Arealextent Depth 
Efpsiph not̂ evident 

Remarks 

Qutleif Wori4s Furidtibiiirig' ;N/A 
Reriiarks 

biairi Functioning N/A 
Remaflcs 
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H. Retaining:Wa_Us Applicable 7 N/A 

1. Dcfbrinations 
Horizontal displaceriieint̂  
Rotational di splacemerit_ 
Remarks 

LbCatiPnshowrioriisiterriap , Deformatioii'riot evident: 
Veiticaldisplacemerit 

Degradatioiii 
Remarks 

Location showriprisiteriiap. begradation not evident 

L: Perimeter Ditches/Ofl̂ .Site Discharge 

1, Siltation 
Areal .extent_ 
Remarks 

Lpcationshown on site'map, Siltatioh not evident. 
Depth ; 

yegetatiye Growth Lckation-shownonsite. map 
yegetatipn does not:impede:flpw 

Areal extent: . . Type 
Remarks . ' . 

.N/A 

.3. Erosion. 
Areal extent_ 
Remarks 

Locationshpwnvpn'sitemap' 
Deptii 

Etosiori not evident, 

Disicharge Stfiictiirc 
Rernarks: , 

Fuiictionihg -N/A 

VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Apphcable; V<N/S^ 

Settkriierit. 
Areal extent_ 
Remarks 

Location shown on site map 
DepthQ 'i 

- Seitleriient nbf evident 

!:2.: Perfbnnaricc:MonitbnngTypebfiripiutoring^ 
Performance-riot niiohitbied 

Freciuehcy.^ 
•Head differential; ' 
Reriiarks 

JEyiderice of breaching 
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IX. : G R O U N D W A T E R / S U R F A C E W A T E R R E M E D I E S Applicable C N / A 

A . G r o u n d w a t e r E x t r a c t i b h W e l I s i P u i h p s , a n d Pipel ines Applii:able v < j y / A 

1. PUmpsVWellhcaid P lumbihg j a n d Elec t r ica l 
Good condition . AjlTequired wells properly operating Needs . Maintenance N / A 

Remarks. • • . 

2. Ex t r ac t ion .Sys tem Pipel ines , Valyesi Valve lElpxes, a n d O t h e r A p p u r t e n a n c e s 
Good condition Needs.Maintenance 

Reriiarks , 

S p a r e Par ts . ' and E q u i p m e n t 
Readi lyavai lable Good condition. Requires upgrade: Needs tp:be;prpyided 

Remarics 

B; Sur face W a t e r Col lect ion S t n i c t u r e s ; i ^ ;AppHcable • ^ f N / A 

1. . CoUcctibri S t r u c t u r e s , P u m p s , a n d E l e c t r i c a l 
.Good'cbnditioh Needs Mainteriance, 

Remarks ^ 

2 . Su r f ace W a t e r Gonec t ib r iSys te rh Pipe l ines , ValVies, Va lve Bbxes^ a n d Othicr A p p u r t e n a n c e s 
:(jopd"condition Needs Mairitenarice 

Rernarks 

3 , S p a r e P a r t s a n d E q u i p m e n t 
Readilyavai lable: Goodcpnd i t ipn Require."! upgrade 'Needsitp be.proyided 

Remarks ' . _ ._ . 
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C. Treatment System Applicable 

1. Treatment Train (Gheck:comppnents that apply) 
'Metals.removal ,0il/water;separatiprt 
,Air,;stripping: , Carbon adsorbers 
Filters , , 

Bioremediation 

:Additiye;(e.g.,;chelatipnagent, floccuIent)_ 
Others 
Goodcondition; NeedsMaintenance 
Sampling,ports properly nw 
.Sampling/niaintenance log displayed and:Up.-to date 
Equipment properly identified 
Quantity ofgrpundwater ti-eated annually. 
(^uantiiy bf surface water tre.ated:.annually_ 

Remarks , ' 

2. Electrical Einciosures and Panels (properly rated and functional); 
;N/A .Goodcondition Needs,Maintenance: 

Remarks , . • 

3. Tanksi Vaults, Storage Vessels, 
:N/A Good condition, 

Remarks 
Proper secondary contaiiirnent ,Needs: Maintenance; 

4., Pischarge'StructureandAppurtenances 
N/A .Good;coriditipn Needs,:Mairi,teri"aiice, 

Remarks ^ -f .- • 

Tijeatinent Bulldihg(s) 
N/A Good condition (esp. roof and doorways) 
Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks 

Needsifepaii" 

Manitoririg \yeUs (pump mid;treatine^^ 
•Prppeflyiseciired/lpcked: Functidiiing: Roiitinely. sariiipled 
All required \vells-,|ocated Need .̂Maintenaiice 

Remarks-

G66d:c6nditiori 
:N/A 

D. Moriitoring pata (^|jj iKi^rt.^v.v^ ^ \ ^ (̂  g" Y-«̂ r5af o \ i^ 

1., Moriitoring batia 
Is routinely siibmitted on tiirie "Isxifatteptable quality 

2; Monitoririg'data'suggests:: 
Groundwater pliiirie.is effectivelycontained Coritariuriantcbricerid^tionsaredecUnirig; 
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation 

Monitbririg;Vyclls (natural attenuation remedy) 
Properly seicured/lpcked Functibriing Routinelysampled Gbbdcgndiflgn 
, All required \yejls located Needs.Maintehance; .CLN/A J!' 

Remarks ,. • 

X: OTHER REMEDIES 

Ifthere afeTemedies;applied at the site whichare hot covered above, attach an iiispectiorisheefdescfibing 
the;physicarriature'arid cPiiditiori of any fability-associatCd \Vith the'remedy.. An exainple would:|te;sbil 
vapbf-'extractibri: 

XI, OVERALL O B S E R V A T I Q N S 

imjpleimcntatipn of the Remedy 

Efescribe issues and observations relatingtp whether the rerae^ 
designed., Begin-witha brief statemmt of what the remedy iS;fô  to contain cpntarniiiaurit 
pliune; niininaize.irifiltratipn and gas OT 

B. ., Adeq uacy:df Q&M 

Describe issues andobservatibris related tb:theimpleriim^ 
particular,'-disciiss their rela:tibriship to the 

tlATteirvUvf 4W 
Icŵ ^̂ VaV \ : k 

T M : AiiL-ti i 
O A ^ INI^Jiiw'WjWfcO 

o(k\Y ii*fi>:CivW«»\t< 4\\«.\p ;&C:iCMr5 ftt -JW 
IJ c l W \ « s bC 4 U au.*-<s i k ^ . i * . 
•W^;\« -^4^«.^W4 

< v \ « ••vt.n v |«*r ; 
4 t t siVii.̂  a(-«: cU«,f«<J 

• 
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Earlylndicatbrs of Potential Remedy Problems; 

bescribe issues ,Mdobseryatipns:SUch:asimexpected elm 
frequOTcy ofimschedu|ed:repairs, thatsuggesttlwt̂ ft̂ ^̂ ^ 
comproniised in the fiiture. 

p;^< QrrfjV- CuAt)^' \c>f»ck UP -HA;̂  i V W y i ' % «£><?• >fa AjoJ^il 
iSdv'W a p , J dVVo-'̂  ( i v e>c.?« ŝ« '̂f̂  ^Vo Â-iai co>.\i*>sV^. 

p . Opportunidesfor Qptiinizatipn 

Describe possible:opporturiities:fbr;pptimizatipn:in mom 
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APPENDIX D 

SITE PHOTOS 



Mature pine trees growing on the cap. 

Interior fence with mature trees grow/ing on the cap in the distance. 



Mature pine trees growing on the cap. 

Interior fence with mature trees growing on the cap in the distance. 



Maintained trail. 

Vegetation growing on the cap. 



Vegetation growing on the cap. 

Mature trees and vegetation growing on the cap. 



Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail. 

Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail. 



Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail. 

Mature trees growing on the cap. 



Mature trees growing on the cap. 





Damaged well 



Damaged well. 



Maintained well. 



Bare spot on cleared trail. 



Mature trees growing on the cap. 



Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail. 



Cleared trail and mature trees growing on either side of the trail. 



Monitoring well. 



Monitoring well. 



APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW SHEETS 



Interview Form for Cedartown Municipal Landfill 
Five-Year Review 

SiteName: Cedartown Municipal Landfill EPA ID No.; GAD980495402 
Interviewer Name: Frank Burwell Affiliation: Corps of Engineers 
Subject's Name: Brian Farrier Affiliation: EPA Region IV 
Subject's Contact Information: Farrier.Brian(5),epa.gov 
Time: 15:00 Date: Mav 31. 2011 
Type of Interview: e-Mail 
Location of Interview: N/A 

EPA RPM 

1. What is your overall impression ofthe project? 

N/A 

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community? 

This si te has had minimal effects on the surrounding community. 

3. Are you aware of any community concem regarding the site or its operation and 
administration? 

No. 

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress? 

Yes. 

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's 
management or operation? 

EPA would like the City to consider clearing the trees on the landfill cap 
so that routine maintenance and visual inspections of the cap can be 
performed regularly. Although clearing activities would involve 
construction activities that could potentially affect the integrity of the 
capj a major storm event would affect the cap even more adversely if the 
trees are uprooted. 



Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Dr., SE, Suite 1154, Atlanta, Georgia 30334-9000 

Mark Williams, Commissioner 
Environmental Protection Division 

F. Allen Barnes, Director 
Land Protection Branch 

Mark Smith, Branch Chief 
Phone: 404/656-7802 FAX: 404/651-9425 

Cedartown Municipal Landfill 
Third Five-Year Review 

Georgia EPD Survey Response 

1. What is your overall impression of the project? 

It appears that the site remedial design was appropriate. However, there has been a lack of adherence 
to the requirements ofthe decision document (1998 ROD Amendment) for the site, as the landfill 
cover has neither been maintained nor inspected since the site was removed from the National 
Priorities List (NPL) in 1999. In addition, the requirement for groundwater sampling in support of 
each Five Year Review (FYR) was not adequately flilBlled during the first FYR, nor was 
groundwater sampling performed as part ofthe Third FYR. The performance of these requirements is 
tiie responsibility of the PRP (Cedartown Municipal Landfill Group) under the Unilateral 
Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action dated March 22, 1994. The first and 
second Five-Year Reviews (FYRs) for CML indicated that the landfill cover had neither been 
maintained nor inspected, yet these issues have not been addressed as ofthe third FYR. The ROD 
Amendment should be enforced to ensure protection of human health and the environment. 

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community? 

We are not aware of effects on the surrounding community. 

3. Are you aware of any community concem regarding the site or its operation and administration? 

No. 

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress? 

In terms ofthe availability of information regarding the site, yes. 

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's management or 
operation? 

We concur with EPA's recommendation that the landfill cap be restored and inspected and 
maintained on a regular basis. We recommend that this be done on a semiannual basis. In addition, 
we concur wdth the abandonment ofthe damaged wells listed in Section 4.3 ofthe FYR and all wells 
found in the interior ofthe landfill (wells that penetrate through waste and into the imderlying 
bedrock), as these wells could provide a preferential pathway for any remaining leachate within the 
landfill to enter the bedrock beneath the site. We recommend that these wells be abandoned in 
accordance with the Georgia Water Well Standards Act and the US EPA Field Branches (Quality 
System and Technical Procedures (FBQSTP). 



APPENDIX F 

DEED RESTRICTIONS 



CEDARTOWN. GEORGIA 

CERTIFICATION OF ORDINANCE 

CITY OF CEDARTOWN 

I, EMILY C. SHAW, AS CITY CLERK AND CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS FOR THE 
CITY OF CEDARTOWN» HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ATTACHED ORDINANCE IS A 
TRUE AND CORRECT COPY OF ORDINANCE NO. Ĵ . 1996, 20NINC. AS 
CONTAINED ON FILE IN THE CITY CLERKS OFFICE OF THE CITY OF 
CEDARTOWN. 

THIS THE 6th DAY OF DECEMBER, 1996. 

SIGNED: ' i ^ - ^ - * ^ ^ ^ yjL^^a^-t,"' ' '^ 
CITY CLERK 



ORDINANCE NO. K 1996 

AM OROXMAXCE BY THE CITY C0KMX88Z0N 
Of TIIE eiTY oy eZDMITOWK. QgORCIA 

•HBREAS, there is a need to change the districts within 

the zoning code of the City of Cedartown, as contained in appendix 

"B" entitled "zoning". As to article four (IV) thereof; and 

WKBBKAB, recently the City of Cedartown has determined it 

necessary to acquire certain property to be annexed to the City of 

Cedartown, which said property was formerly used for the disposal 

of nunicipal solid waste in the city and was the former site of the 

"Cedartown Landfill"; and 

HHEREAB, the Connission desires to restrict the zoning 

within the uses of this property, and oust therefore create another 

zoning classification within the city concerning this special use; 

and 

WBCREAB, in the future there nay be certain additional ; 

special use zoning classifications for the uses hereinafter defined 

or sinllar problens which nay result in anendnents of the zoning . 

ordinance of the City of Cedartown is such special circumstances; 

and 
i 

WHEREAS, there is a need by this ordinance to adopt 

certain provisions to authorize these changes in this ordinance; 

Mov, Therefore, be it ordained by the City Commission of 

the City of Cedartown, and is hereby ordained and established by 

said authority as follows: 

BeetioB lr 

This ordinance shall be first read and reviewed by the | 

Connission at its September, 1996 meeting. A public notice 

concerning these proposed changes in the zoning code of the City of | 

Cedartown shall, after the ordinance has been reviewed, be 

published in the Cedartown Standard. Said notice is attached here 

to exhibit "A" and made apart hereof by reference. Public comments 

shall be obtained before final approval of these amendments, at a I 

public hearing to be called and held at the regular October meeting 

of the City Connission of the City of Cedartown, to be held on j 
I 

Monday, October 14, 1996 at seven o'clock in the evening. 



Section 2; 

! The Code of the City of Cedartown as contained in 

,1 appendix "B" thereof, in article four shall stand amended by adding 

;lto section 4.1 thereof entitled "Division into Districts" the 

following two new additional districts or designations to be 

defined as follows: 

"SU-1 special use (restricted) district 

SU-2 (Special Use Classification}" 

Section 3: 

The Code of the City of Cedartown shall stand further 

I amended as to Appendix "B" article seven (VII) entitled "Use 
i 

:Requirenents by District", by adding thereto a new section to be 

designated as section 7.10. Said section shall read as follows: 

'{ "Sec.7.10. Special use (Restricted) district" 

.Within a special use (Restricted) district, the following uses 

' shall be pemitted: 

7.10.1. The planting of permanent vegetation, ground 

cover, timber or any other vegetation to 

prevent erosion, sedimentation or to prevent soil 

disturbance in the designated district. 

7.10.2. The property in this classification has previously 

been declared to potentially be a threat to human 

health and the envirAiment; or could be potentially 

such a threat, based upon either federal regulations, 

! state procedures and\or local decisions of the zoning 

and planning commission of the City of Cedartown. As 

such, no improvements which would allow human 

occupation of the property, no ground water 

collection facilities, ponds, la)ces; nor any wells 

j (drinlcing water, commercial use wells, raw water or 

any other type wells)' shall be permitted in this 

district. 
• I 

i' 

;: PfPtjoB 4? 
i 

The Code of the City of Cedartown shall stand further 

ilamended by creating a new article eight (VIII) to Appendix "B"-

i: 
li 



i! Zoning which shall be entitled "Article VZII-Special Use 

''Classification District". This new article shall read as follows: 

I 

lARTZCLE TZZZ (S). SPECIAL DSE DISTRICT 

a) A "Special Use District" shall be defined as a 

district which creates , adjacent to abutting 

Residential, Conmercial, or Industrial zones, a 

certain new classification of property based upon a 

"Special Use" of said property, or special 

stipulations concerning the use of the property; 

since the property because of its unique character, 

location or use does not fit within the general use 

requirements by districts, as contained in article 

VII hereof. This use classification is based upon 

cither special conditions for the use of the 

property, certain restrictions that will be applied 

to the use, or other similar circumstances so that 

the property thereafter will be designated with the 

Special Use. As an example. An "R-l" use could have 

a further classification of "SU" Appended to it in 

that the residential single family dwellings to be 

built upon the property shall be based Upon lots with 

either additional set bac)c requirements as those 

contained in the subdivisions regulations, square 

footage use restriction, or other similar restrictions 

that may be placed by the developer of the property; 

or Special Uses placed upon the property by the bhe 

city in connection with any review and approval 

of zoning of the property. 

b) The use to be permitted by this designation either as 

a special district under this article, or as a 

designation within any other Residential, Commercial 

or Industrial District, shall consider the following 

uses and natters affecting the property: 

1) The use and zoning of surrounding property; 

2) The need for a special buffer, special 

circunstances with regard to the zoning 



classification, for other special use 

requirement of the property based upon 

location, terrain, size, topography or 

similar criteria; 

3) The overall zoning development plan of the 

City of Cedartown as it relates to the 

geographical district within one square 

aile radius of the location of the 

property; 

4) Environmental conditions, uses, concerns 

for similar requirements; 

5) The submitted developnent plan, or proposed 

building plan of the property. 

C) Other criteria as may be established by the 

planning comnission or building inspector of the 

City of Cedartown in a review of any requested 

zoning. 

Section 5 8 

All laws or parts of laws in conflict herewith are 

i specifically repealed. In the event any portion of this ordinance 

•'. should be declared unconstitutional or otherwise unenforcef ul, all 

, remaining portions thereof shall continue in full force and effect. 

ADOPTED AMO APPROVED by the City Commission of the City 

: of Cedartown on the 14th day of October, 1996, at a regular meeting 

thereof, duly called and held, all Commissioners voting "Aye", 

; none voting "No". 

APPROVED: 

Bv; / 3^ 'Z~~^y^ 
CHAIRMAN, CEDARTOWN CITY 
COMMISSION 

SECRETVVi CEDARTOWN CITY 
COMMISSION 



MOTICE or gQMIMG AMEMPUgMT-eiTY OT eEDARTOVM 

Notice is hereby given that an ordinance has been introducec 

' at the September, 1996 neeting of the Cedartown City Commission 

, which, if adopted would na)ce sone changes in the zoning code of the 

city. The first change would be to create a special restricted use 

.. classification for property, so that property which nay be 

environnentally hazardous, subject to environnental investigations, 

; or otherwise in need of special restrictions could be so classified 

J pursuant to the zoning ordinances of cedartown. 

The Ordinance also would create a "Special Use Classification" 

' which could be added to the existing zoning restrictions of the 

,' City of Cedartown, or create a Special Use District for property 
; I 

Jl based upon the property's unique topography, uses to be made of the 

;i property, the need for zoning buffers, or similar natters. 

The effect of this ordinance is to create two new zoning 

classifications which will be used in the future in making 

decisions concerning zoning within the City of Cedartown. A copy 

of the proposed ordinance amendments is on file in the office of 

the Clerk at City Hall. The document is available for public 

inspection during normal business hours. 

A Public Hearing, concerning this proposed zoning ordinance 

amendment shall be conducted at the October regular meeting of the 

City Commission of the City of Cedartown, to be held on October 14, 

1996 at seven o'clock (7:00) in the evening. 

This " day of September, 1996. 

Emily 'c. Shaw, City Clerk 
city of Cedartown 
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TOXICITY REVIEW 



Table Gl - Changes in Performance Standards 

Groundwater 
Contaminant 

Manganese** 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Lead 

1993 ROD 
Remedy Performance 

Standards 
(ualL) 

175/840 

4 

5 

100 

15 

1993 ROD Source 

EPA 

SDWA MCL 

SDWA MCL 

SDWA MCL 

EPA Action Level 

2006 Federal 
Performance 

Standards 
(ualL) 

840 

4 

5 

100 

15 

GA State 
2006 MCL 

(Mg/L) 

50* 

4 

5 

100 

15 

2011 
Performance 

Standards 
(ualL\ 

840 

4 

5 

100 

15 

2011 
GA State MCL 

(Mg/L) 

50* 

4 

5 

100 

15 

Change*** 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Notes: 
*= 50 ppb is a secondary MCL. 
** = The Risk Based Concentration (RBC) for Manganese was changed as the result of a revision to the established Reference 
Dose. In November 1995, EPA changed the Performance Standard for Manganese for the Cedartown Municipal Landfill to 840 
ppb. 175 ppb was the original performance standard contained in the ROD dated 1993. 

*** = Change is relative to the standards stated in the ROD, as amended. 

SDWA MCL = Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum Contaminant Level. 



Table G2 - Changes in Toxicity Factors 

ORGANICS 

1,2-DCA 

INORGANICS 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Manganese 

Nickel 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

CSF 

ROD 

l/mg/kg/d 

9.1 OE-02 

1.75E+00 

NVA 

4.30E-M)0 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

RfD 

ROD 

mg/kg/d 

NVA 

3.00E-04 

7.00E-02 

5.00E-03 

l.OOE-03 

5.00E-03 

2.00E-02 

3.00E-01 

2.00E-02 

CSF 

2011 

l/mg/kg/d 

9.1 OE-02 

1.5 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

NVA 

source 

i 

' 

Rm 

2011 

mg/l(g/d 

2.O0E-O2 

3.00E-04 

2.00E-01 

2.00E-03 

l.OOE-03 

1.40E-01 

2.00E-02 

9.00E-03 

3.00E-01 

source 

P 

i* 

i 

ROD = 1993 ROD; Toxicity values from IRIS, 1992 unless Otherwise noted 

2011 = 2011 Toxicity values identified and selected in accordance with the recommended hierarchy provided in OSWER Directive 9285.7-53. 

Vautes shown in bold indicate wliere toxicity values tiave cfianged since ROD . > . 

Key : CSF=Cancer Slope Factor RfD,=Reference Dose 

i=IRIS p=PPRTV c=Califomia EPA n=NCEA h=HEAST ' . 

Regional screening levels no longer use route to route extrapolation 

i* = Iris value for vanadium pentoxide " ' ' .' 

NVA = No toxicity factor available ' 




